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tate legislatures are considering/ and some have passed/ bills that
would require the introduction of biblical creationism in science
classes wherever evidence for the origin of the planet/ of life and its
diverse forms, or of mankind is presented. Local school boards have
passed ordinances intended to restrict the teaching of biological concepts
of evolution or to require what is called a "balanced treatment" of crea-
tionism and evolution. Publishers of science textbooks are under pressure
to deemphasize accepted scientific theories of evolution while adding
course material on "creation science."

The teachings of creationism as advocated by and exemplified in the
writings of the leading proponents of "creation science" include the fol-
lowing judgments: (1) the earth and universe are relatively young, perhaps
only 6/000 to 10/000 years old; (2) the present physical form of the earth
can be explained by "catastrophism," including a worldwide flood; and
(3) all living things (including humans) were created miraculously/ essen-
tially in the forms we now find them. These teachings may be recognized
as having been derived from the accounts of origins in the first two chap-
ters of Genesis in the Bible.

Generations of able and often devout scientists before us have sought
evidence for these teachings without success. Foremost among these was
Charles Darwin/ a member in good standing of the Church of England
and an officer of his parish church at Down/ in Kent/ for many years. His
search more than a century ago gave us instead a hypothesis for the origin
of species by means of natural selection. Others have given us hypotheses
about the origin and history of the earth and the universe itself. These
hypotheses have been tested and validated by many different lines of
inquiry. With modifications to include new findings, they have become
the central organizing theories that make the universe as a whole intel-
ligible/ lend coherence to all of science/ and provide fruitful direction to
modern research. The hypothesis of special creation has/ over nearly two
centuries/ been repeatedly and sympathetically considered and rejected
on evidential grounds by qualified observers and experimentalists. In the
forms given in the first two chapters of Genesis/ it is now an invalidated
hypothesis. To reintroduce it into the public schools at this time as an
element of science teaching would be akin to requiring the teaching of
Ptolemaic astronomy or pre-Columbian geography.

Confronted by this challenge to the integrity and effectiveness of our
national education system and to the hard-won evidence-based founda-
tions of science/ the National Academy of Sciences cannot remain silent.
To do so would be a dereliction of our responsibility to academic and
intellectual freedom and to the fundamental principles of scientific thought.
As a historic representative of the scientific profession and designated
advisor to the Federal Government in matters of science/ the Academy
states unequivocally that the tenets of "creation science" are not sup-
ported by scientific evidence/ that creationism has no place in a science
curriculum at any level/ that its proposed teaching would be impossible
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